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Disposition of Claims 

4) |3 Claim(s) 1-22 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) Kl Claim(s) 1-22 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Final Office Action is in response to the communication received on 1 1/14/2005. 
Claims 1-22 are still pending in the application for further examination. 

Response to Amendment 

2. Applicant's amendment to claim 1 has overcome the 35 U.S.C 101 rejection. The 35 
U.S.C 101 rejection is withdrawn. 



Response to Argument 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. Applicant's arguments filed on 1 1/14/2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 



Claim Objections 

4. Claim 21 is objected to because of the following informalities: It appears that claim 21 
recites the exact same limitations as claim 20. Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
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skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1, 3, 9-14, 16-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Cheng et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,006,192) in view of Masch (U.S. Patent No. 5,930,762). 

As per claims 1, 3, 17-20, Cheng et al disclose a decision-making method for production 
planning in an uncertain demand environment comprising: 

capturing assumption to create a scenario for one or more products for one or more time 
planning periods, specifying a component plan to be analyzed , the component plan identifying 
the quantities of each component that are positioned for each planning period (col. 3, lines 9-60). 

Cheng et al disclose the concept of performance measurement for parameters and an 
identifying scenario(col. 2, lines 29-41), but Cheng et al does not expressly disclose submitting a 
request for analysis to an analytic engine for calculation of risk and performance indicators. . 
Masch in the same field of endeavor disclosures a risk management system for calculating risk 
related using scenarios (col. 14, line 58 through col. 15 line 12; col. 16, lines 36-62). It would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention 
to modify the disclosures of Cheng et al to include the teachings of Masch in order to aid 
decision-makers in selecting an implementable strategy. 

Applicant has amended claims 9 and 16 to recite ... where the components include 
uninventoried available components. Chen discloses the components include inventory available 
component (col 4, line 4 through col 5 Une20). However, Chen does not explicitly disclose 
where the components include uninventoried available components. However, incorporating this 
feature into Chen would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the applicant's invention in order to provide inventory minimization and revenue maximization. 
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As per claims 6 and 13, Cheng et al further discloses storing the component parameters in 
a database (col. 2, lines 42-46). 

As per claims 9 and 14, claims 9 and 14 are data storage medium having machine- 
readable code stored thereon, the machine code comprising instructions executable by an array of 
logic elements, the instruction for performing the steps of method claim 1; therefore is rejected 
under the same rationale relied upon of claim 1 . 

As per claims 12, claim 12 is data storage medium for performing the steps of method 
claim 3; therefore is rejected under the same rationale relied upon of claim 3. 

As per claim 16, claim 16 is a system for performing risk under uncertainty of method 
claim 1, with the only difference that claim 16 teaches a user interface. Cheng et al teaches such 
a user interface. Note col. 3, line 13 of Cheng et al 

7. Claims 2, 4-5, 7-8, 10-11, 15 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cheng et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,006,192) in view of Masch (U.S. Patent No. 
5,930,762) and further in view of Li (U.S. Patent No. 6,453,303). 

As per claims 2, 5 and 8, the combination of Chen et al and Masch does not explicitly 
disclose calculating one or more risk and performance indicators, returning the risk and 
performance indicators, storing the risk and performance indicators in a database or other 
persistent storage system. Li in the same field of endeavor discloses the concept of calculating 
risk of financial asset, performance of the asset and storing the risk and performance information 
(col. 7, lines 42-58). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
the disclosures of Chen et al and Masch to incorporate the teachings of Li in order provide timely 
analysis and advice for financial assets. 
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As per claims 4, 7, 15, and 22, the combination of Chen et al and Masch fails to disclose 
retrieving the scenario and component plan from a database, constructing a message including 
the analysis parameters, the scenario and the component plan, sending the message to an analytic 
engine. Dietrich in the same field of endeavor teaches the concept of retrieving information and 
sending messages (col. 1 line 59 through col. 2, line 39). It would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art to modify the teachings of Chen et al and Masch to include the 
teachings of Dietrich. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do so in 
order to maintain up-to-date plans as changes occur in the business environment. 

As per claims 10 and 11, claim 10 and 1 1 are data storage medium for performing the 
steps of method claim 2; therefore are rejected under the same rationale relied upon of claim 2. 

Remarks 

9. Applicant asserted that Chen does not teach the claimed invention. Applicant supported 
his assertion by arguing that Chen does not teach the limitations of submitting a request for 
analysis to an analytic engine for calculation of risk and performance indicators. Applicants 
further argued that there is no motivation to combine Chen with Masch. In response, the 
examiner respectfully disagrees with applicants' arguments because Chen teaches a scenario- 
based analysis model which computes a performance (col. 6, lines 61 through col. 7 line 4). Is it 
understood that a request was submitted to be analyzed and an analytic engine could be used for 
performing the analysis in order to measure the risk and the performance. Note col. , lines of 
Cheng. 
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In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., "the 
component plan includes information specified prior to the ensuing analysis, rather than being 
formulated during the course of analysis") are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the 
claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read 
into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 
With respect to applicant's arguments that there is no motivation to combine Cheng and Masch. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, 
the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and/w re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, combining Cheng and Masch would help a company or business make 
decisions faster. 

Applicant further argues that the component plan identifies quantities of each 
component for each planning period is not present in Cheng. In response, the examiner 
respectfully disagrees with applicant's argument because Chen does teach a set of components 
for a period of time. Note col. 3, lines 21-32. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., " positioning 
is an alternative ordering components ") are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although 
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the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not 
read into the claims. See/« re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Applicants further argue that Cheng does not discuss, teach, or suggest identifying the 
quantities of each component that are positioned for each planning period. In response, the 
examiner respectfully disagrees with applicant's argument because Cheng does teach actual 
demands can be different in different periods, and demand quantities that will be provided as a 
separate input by users. Note col. 6, lines 35-45, lines 61-66. 

Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

a. Huang (U.S. Patent No. 5,953,707) discloses a system to maintain overall data 
consistency and provide performance feedback to users reflecting the impact of decisions on 
global supply chain performance. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Romain Jeanty whose telephone number is (571) 272-6732. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs 7:30AM - 6:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq R. Hafiz can be reached on (571) 272-6729. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




